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pared with a binocular instrument, but these are vcry slight indeed, 
and we think that considerable credit is due to  Mr. Mayall, who in- 
duced Mr. Browuing to construct the instrument. 

What is the Cutisector ?-It is simply an instrument for taking 
sections of the living skin, and is likely to prove useful to those who 
are engaged in the study of skin diseases. It is thus described by 
Dr. H. S. Purdon, in a lctter to the ‘ Lancet’ (September 20th). He 
says, I think it may bc useful to call attention to the little instrument 
known as the cutiscctor, the makers of which arc Messrs. Ticdiman 
and Go., New York. The cutiscctor is  an extremely handy and con- 
venient instrument for making fresh sections in various skin affections; 
iridccd it was invented principally for this purpose by niy friend Dr. 
Henry G. Pifiird, of New York, and whose description of it appeared 
in the ‘ American Journal of Syphilography and Dermatology,’ 1870. 
By using cithcr spray the pain is very slight, and the ethcr hardens 
thc tissue, and allows us to thus obtain a better section. Recently 
Dr. Piffard has further improved the cutisector, one of which he was 
kind enough to send me. With it I have made many sections from 
patients for microscopic examination, there being always a plentiful 
supply of material at the Belfast Hospital for Skin Diseases, especially 
(not to mention othcrs) in one case of scleroderma, which is a rare 
disease, I obtained good sections of discased skin. The cutisector is 
far over Valcntin’s knife or thin sections made with a razor, in which 
casc thc preparation to be examined with the microscope requires to 
bc first immersed in some hardening solution, usually of chromic acid, 
or imbeddcd in wax, bcforc a sufficiently thin section can be obtained. 
The little incision made by the cutisector heals at once, a d  if it is 
inclined to bleed I b r d i  it  over with somc stypic colloid. Of course 
any thicl~ncss of skin may bc obtained, as the blades of the instrument 
can be closed or separated by a screw as required. 

~~ 

CORRESPONDENCE. 

CAUSE OF COLOUR IN P. FORMOSUN IN USING THE OLDXR 
IMNERSIOX OBJECTIVE. 

To the Icditor of the ‘1~fon t7 i~y  i l Ihoscop ica l  Joziriiul.’ 
SIn,-Since I sent you the audi alteram yartem letter (see last 

number, pp. 151, 152) complaining of the want of perfcct achroinatisrn 
in the immersion ,‘,,th objcct-glass, I have received the enclosed letter 
from the makers, which so fully and lucidly explains the cause of it, thtat 
1 think it would bc n dereliction of duty to neglcct its immediate publi- 
cation : more especially as this is probably the only way in which your 
readers will obtain the information ; as it is a plan of Messrs. Po~vel l  
and Lealand (and a most exceIlent one it is) never to notice (publicly) 
any remarks upon their work ; but to act on the principle of the pro- 
verb, ‘‘ Do well, and let the world talk.” 

In  fact, if they wcre to undcrtakc to rcply to all thc attacks of 
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cavillers, they might spend their whole time in writing ; and with no 
effect whatever, except what is expressively called ‘‘ raising the por- 
cupine’s quills,” for microscopists, in general, appear to belong to the 
genus irritabile. But, here is the letter. 

‘LNo. 170, EIJSTON ROAD, LONDOY, N.W., 8ept. 30, 1873. 
“ DEAR SIR,-W~ can answer the question contained in your letter 

in the last month‘s ‘ Monthly Microscopical Journal,’ respecting the 
colour you see in the P. formosum when using the immersion arrange- 
ment. The cause is the ‘ want of achromatism in the object-glass,’ 
and the reason is that the object-glass was not originally made as an 
immersion lens. Having to remove the achromatic combination and 
substitute a single lens, the posterior combinations are not sufficiently 
over corrected for colour to allow that, consequently you have the red 
rays predominate. In our immersion lenses now the formula is 
altered, and they are as achromatic as the dry. We recommended 
you to have it done for the reason, that you got B longer focus and 
enabled you to look a t  your old objects, which you could not do 
before. The only disadvantage over the present immersions is the 
little colour ; it makes, as you say, ‘ a prettier object,’ but the picture 
is not truthful. 

‘‘ Apologizing for troubling you with this, 
“ We remain, yours respectfully, 

i L  POWELL AND LEALAND.” 
From this we learn- 
1st. That if we wish to have a perfect immersion objective, we must 

2nd. If we have one of our old dry ones modified into a wet one, we 
havc it regularly constructed, throughout, as an immersion one : but, 

must submit to a (very slight) tint of what the poet Milton calls- 

and which really makes, as I have said, “ a prettier object.” 
After all, horvever, I hope to live to see the time when the highest 

attainable perfection of object-glasses shall be effected without the aid 
of water, or any other fluid ; for though the mode may be ingenious, 
effective, and mathematical, &c., yet it is a very unpleasant one, to use a 
thing which will not act (properly) without first having its nose wetted ! 

In a futurc letter I purpose stating my own notions of a plan 
which, possibly, might be a step towards the attainment of this 
objcct : meanwhile 

‘‘ Celestial rosy red, love’s proper hue ”; 

I remain, Sir, yours very respectfully, 
H. U. JANSON. 

TBE SGHLEIDEN-LINK QUESTION. 
To the Editor of the ‘i2lnnthly Microscopical Journal.’ 

78, KIXG WILLIAM STREET, E.C., Sept. 11, 1873. 
Sm,-Although 1 naturally feel reluctant to reply to an assailant, 

who thinks fit to conceal his name, yet it seems to me only right to 
call attention to his mode of attack. 
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The whole matter is matlo to turn on Schleiden’s meaning, and then, 
by assuming that that distinguished botanist refers only to certain 
omissions in Link’s plates, the question is begged most effectually. 

I n  spite of the contrary opinion held by my nameless critic, I 
contend that Schleiden is only speaking of errors of interpretation 
either as omissions or commissions, and as such, I venture to  think 
that the question possesses interest at the prescnt time, from the simi- 
larity of some of Dr. Pigott’s expressions to those made use of by 
Link. 

I am, Sir, your obedient servant, 
B. DAYDON JACKSON. 

AN ERROR. 
To tlia Editor uf the ‘J!onthly Micmcop ica l  Jo~~riml.’ 

BOSTON, Sqit. 11, 1873. 
SIn,-In copying the article from the ‘ Lcns,’ in September number, 

p. 148, you have of course copied the typographical errors. If  you 
mill in the next number ask your readers to substitute lens and lenses 
for the words “base ” and “ bases” where they are printed in the paper, 
you will  oblige 

Yours respectfully, 
CHARLES STODDER. 

OVERCONING TIIE DIFFICULTY OF WORKING WITH IMMERSION 
LENSES. 

TO the &.litor of I/w ‘J$>?lt/dy Microscopical JO?cl.nclZ.’ 

LIVERPOOL, 8cpt 18, 1873. 
SIR,- I~  this month‘s number of your magazine Mr. H. U. Janson 

describes what has been to him, and doubtless to many others, an im- 
portant practical difficulty in the use of immersion objectives. He 
says :-“ It is a decided objection that the interposed drop of water 
greatly prevents our judging of the actual distance of the outer lens 
from the covering glass” over the object. Having hit upon a very 
simple method of overcoming this difficulty, I will describe it. With 
a fine camel’s-hair pencil put a drop of clean water over the lower 
lens of the object-glass, taking care to see that it adheres. Screw it 
gently on the microscope, and rack downwards until, on looking across 
between the slide and the object-glass, the drop of water appears 
sufficiently flattened out, and the focal distance of tho lcns approxi- 
mated to. Then sit down to the instrument. Apply the left forefinger 
nail to the upper edge of the slide, immediately in front of the object- 
glass, and raise it until it is felt to touch. The distance will appear 
quite considerable. Then take off the finger from the slide, and, 
looking through the instrument, focus downwards with the fine ad- 
justment, occasionally raising the slide as before with t,he left fore- 
finger until the object is seen to come into view. In  this way, the 
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right and left forefingers acting together, a wonderful certainty is 
fclt that is vcry pleasant, evcn when using the immersion &th. And 
if the covering glass be too thick to focus through, this is found out 
a t  once. I may add that this method answers best when the micro- 
scope is considerably inclined. 

Yours truly, 
JOHN NEWTON. 

A~SISTANCE TO MICROSCOPISTS BY MR. WENHAM. 
7b the Editor of dhe ‘ Monthly Microscopicul Jourrd.’ 

NhW YORK, U.S.A., Sept. 24, 1873. 
SIR,--I desire, through your valuablc Journal, to express my thanks 

to Mr. Wenham for the assistance so kindly given to microscopists in 
its pages. An amateur of humble prethsions, and no long experience 
in microscopic work, I have derived the greatest advantage from 
his instructions. I have recently finished a 4th objective upon his 
formula, without which 1 should never have thought of attempting 
anything so difficult ; and the result, due to no merit on my part but 
that of closely and carefully following Mr. Wenham’s directions, is so 
good as to have greatly surprised my microscopic friends, and to rcpay 
me well for my labour. And when the fact is taken into consideration, 
that this is the first and only objective I have ever even tried to make, 
thc valuc to an amateur of Mr. Wenham’s instructions is sufficiently 
evident. 

I trust I have said enough to prove to Mr. Wenham how well his 
articles in the Monthly are appreciated in America. Perhaps he will 
pcrmit me to suggest to his consideration, that many of the amateurs 
here have not much money to spend upon their favourite study, and 
that in this country the price of objectives is very high. The powers 
above the i t h  are difficult of execution and of limited use; but 
formulas for one or more of the lower powers would bc gladly received. 
And I should also like much to know how to make an immersion front 
to my Atli. 

In  saying this I hope that BIr. Wenham will not be remindcci of 
the famous definition of gratitude ; but will believe in thc sincerity of 
our thanks for what he has done for US, even if he, from any reason, 
declines to do any more. v. 

IN RE MR. WENHAM Q. DR. PIGOTT. 
To the ICditor .f the ‘Monthly Nicroscopical Jounial.’ 

LONDON, Scpt. 16, 1873. 
SIR, -The last effusion of Mr. Wenham, as a Vice-president of the 

Royal Microscopical Society, is one which excites a good deal of atten- 
tion. I t  is quite unnecessary to say that it is either unfair or insulting. 
But a fcw temperate rcmarks may not now be unacceptable. We havo 
SOUR a controvcrsy alqut the angle of certain glasses extend over a 
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very long period, in which, to say the least of it, after very strong and 
arrogant language Mr. Wenham has come off second best. I have no 
doubt the generality of your readers will think it wiser of Dr. Pigott 
to pursue his own rcsewches, rather than to answer insinuations 
against his character, which might possibly be better settled else- 
whero ; at the same time, the peculiar way in which the subject has 
been treated will be best shown by placing some of Mr. W.’s state- 
ments within inverted commas for the reader’s delectation :- 

‘‘ Dr. Pigott has devised no new method of any utility for deciding 
such errors, and that his inferences were drawn from an erroneous 
interpretation of the structure of known test-objects.” 

To  this it may be replied:- 
Dr. Pigott not only designed, but repeatedly described, tests not 

previously employed-the double star test, &c., &c. ; and has supplied 
means of measuring with close approximation the actual amount of 
error produced in the apparent size of small beads by spherical aber- 
ration of the best glasses. 

Mr. Wenham was invited to see the various apparatus employed, 
and to witness experiments therewith, but declined. 

The inferences were not drawn, as stated, ‘I from erroneous inter- 
pretations of known test-objects.” If Mr. Wenham had chosen to see 
the experiments, he would have been aware that Dr. Pigott did not 
consider any of the known test-objects capable of affording sufficiently 
accurate information, and he therefore set to work to devise new ones 
about which there could be no doubt. 

The colour test is no new feature.” 
Dr. Pigott did not claim any novelty in the colour test as indicativc 

of good performance. Dr. Goring nearly forty years ago preferred 
glasses rather under-corrected. But it remained for Dr. Pigott to dis- 
cover that spherical aberration at present, in adjustable glasses, cannot 
be destroyed without d:s:turbing the formerly so much valued achro- 
matism. And in the August number of this Journal, he for the first 
time has shown the colour test may be employed for indicating minute 
changes in thickness or depth of focils so as to determine planes of 
position. 

‘6 The mere assertion that there is a certain residuary aberration is 
unsatisfactory, and seems to havc been raised from the region of 
phantoms, and its shadow-form is the result of a wrong interpretation 
of structure from illusory beadings.” 

Mr. Wenham again chooses here to ignore the fact that Dr. Pigott 
has indicated modes of measuring the amount of aberration, and that 
his tests were not confined to what Mr. Wenham calls “illusory 
beadings.” 

“These (beadings) Dr. Pigott has great skill in displaying as a 
reality, enhanced by drawings made by persons who may be clever in 
ordinary use of the pencil, but clumsy and inaccurate in the delinea- 
tion of microscopic subjects.” 

Anyone desirous of truth would surely not complain that when he 

_ _ _ ~  ~ - 
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exhibitcd “ beads as a reality ” they should bc drawn as such. Tlic 
beading has been photographed by Dr. Col. Woodward-does Mr. W. 
think his work clumsy and inaccurate? 

Mr. W.’s reiteration that there are no beads in Podura scales is 
still unsupported by any satisfactory evidence, Dr. Pigott is prepared 
to dcmonstratc that the glasses that fail to show them are imperfectly 
corrected, and that in proportion as the residuary aberration is re- 
moved they come out more and more clearly. Mr. Beck’s experiment 
proves the existence of furrows on the under-surface of thc scalcs, but 
does not touch the question of whether or not there are beads bctween 
the two membranes of the scale. 

‘‘ I knoio not one mkioseopist qf any Rote who has investigated the 
subject that believes in him ” (Dr. Pigott). 

Can Mr. Wcnham mention a single microscopist who has secn Dr. 
Pigott’s experiments and will endorse Mr. W.’s statements concerning 
them ? If Mr. Wenham has in these attacks unalterably committed 
himsclf to the whole extent of his knowledge in these difficult re- 
searches, and pronounces thus authoritatively Dr. Pigott to be utterly 
wrong, so much more credit will be due to the latter when his views 
arc finally established. His recent researches on circular solar spectra 
to test definition opens tho whole question anew to those who arc 
willing to search, rather than carp and cavil at what they will not or 
havc not themselves investigated. 

FAIR PLAY. 

RE TURBERVILLE AND THE ‘ ENGLISH MECHANIC.’ 
To the Editor of the Monthly ;IlicroscopicaZ Journul.’ 

SIR,-A large placard having been issued with a recent numbcr of 
tho ‘English NccIanic,’ in which my nnmc occupies a prominent 
position, so that it mould seem to appear that it was done wi th  my 
own concurrence, and in which a particular motive is attached to you, 
uiz. the rcfusal to print Mr. Turberville’s letters, “ because they were 
favonrablc to Nessrs. Powell and Lealand,” I hasten to repudiate 
d l  coniicction with, or responsibility for, this singular use of my 
nnmc; and I herewith attach a copy of the letter addressed to tlic 
Editor of the ‘ English Mechanic,’ 

I am, yours sincerely, 
G. W. ROYSTON-PIGOTT. 

‘‘ RE TURBERVILLE. 
“ Yo the  Editor of the ‘Engliah Meelmtic.’ 

“ SIR,-A large placard having been circulated with your Journal 
of Scptcmber 5th, 1873, in which my name prominently figures, you 
will permit me, with your usual courtesy, to aver that Mr. Turberville 
has uscd my mmc on this placard without my knowledge or consent, 
and that I protest against such a liberty. I am under the necessity 
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of thus writing, because it would appear at first sight that the placard 
was issued under my special cognizance and approval. 

‘‘ I recommended Mr. Turberville to send his views to print ; but if 
the Editor of the ‘ Microscopical Journal ’ has refused to publish them, 
that can be no reason for dragging my name before the public by a 
placard. There are, indeed, several very interesting points raised in 
his letter; but I cannot accord my unqualified approval to every 
opinion, nor in any way be responsible for them, especially as regards 
the differential merits of the opticians named in these remarkable 
letters.” 

NITZSCHIA CURVULA. 

To the Editor of the ‘Monthly Microscopical Journal.’ 
SIR,-Some confusion appears to exist respecting the above species. 

The form in the “ Typen Platten” is the Nitzschia sigma of Smith, the 
N. sigma of Eiitzing is Homeocladia sigmoidea of Smith. The true 
Nitzschia curvula of the latter author is not a Nitzschia, but a Suri- 
rella S.  intermedia of Professor Lewis. Yours truly, 

F. KITTON. 

PROCEEDINGS OF SOCIETIES. 

ROYAL MICROSCOPICAL SOCIETY. 
KINQ’S COLLEQE, Octobei 1, 1873. 

Charles Brooke, Esq., F.R.S., President, in the chair. 
The minutes of the preceding meeting were read and confirmed. 
A list of donations received since June 4th was read, and the 

thanks of the meeting were voted to the donors. 
The Secretary read a paper by Dr. Maddox, ‘‘ On an Organism 

found in Fresh-pond Water.” The paper was illustrated by drawings, 
and will be found printed at page 201. 

The thanks of the Society were unanimously voted to Dr. Maddox 
for his paper. 

The President said that on looking over the drawings which accom- 
panied the paper, he thought that ono of them seemed to present very 
strongly the characters of an amceba. He  also understood Dr. Maddox 
to state in his paper that there was no sign of a nucleus in the speci- 
mens examined, but he thought that one or two of the drawings seemed 
to show what looked very like a nucleus. He  hoped they should be 
favoured with some observations upon the subject from gentlemen 
present who might have given attention to the ameboid forms of life. 

The President announced that they were favoured with another 
paper from Mr. F. Kitton, of Norwich, doscribing some new species of 
Diatomacere ; but as the paper was merely descriptive, and had ref& 
Once to objects figured, it would be taken as read, and would be printed 


